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L
The -Comnission on Rural 3. established by Chapter 428 of the Laws of 1982% and 4
began its work February, 1983. A bipartisan Commilsigp, its primary purpose is to promote &

- gtate~-level focus'and avernwe for rural affairs ml{cy and program development in New York State,
The Camission provides state laumskers with a unique capability andeperspective fram which
to anticipate and approach large-scale problems and opportunities in thé state’s rural areas. In
addition, legislators who live in rural New Yotk are in the/minority and look to the Comission *

for assistance in fulfilling thefr l”eeponslibilities to constituents.
. The Camissia/1 seek.s.'t'o amplify the efforts of others who are interested in such policy
areas as agriculture; business, economic development, and employment; education; govermment and
wanagement ; environment, land use,.and natural resources; transportation; housing, capnminy
facilities, and renewil; humen relations and comumity life; and health care. It seeks to
support lawmkers’ efforts to preserve and enhance the state’s vital rural resources,through
positive, decisive action. " ]

In order to obtain a clearer picture of key problems and opportunities, the Cormission
invited people to informal discussions at a Statewide Develgpment Symposium, held October
5-7, 1983, It was the first such effort of its kind 113:: state and nation. Workshop
participants undertook in-depth examinations of key po areas the Coomission believed were
critical to the state’s future rural,developoent. ' . '

cy

[

-/ Symposiun pa’rticipanbs focused their discussions on ends, not means, In short, the .
objective was to'identify key trends, strengths, weaknesses, goals, and opportunities for
advancement; not to present solutions. Once a clearer picture of these findings is drawn, the
next step will be to identify and propese the required, and hopefully innovative,
recommendations. This task will be the subject of a secend, follow-up symposium. Another unique
 feature of the first symposium was the opportunity it provided participants to share their
thinking with colleagues fram throughout the state over a three-day period of intensive dialogue.

The' Commission 1s happy to- announce that the objegtive of the Sympdsium was accomplished.
Preliminary reports, based on the findings, are being issued as plamned, in connection with a
series of public hearings it is sponsoring across the state. The aim of these hearings is to
obtain public commentary'on the preliminary reports. Following these, a final symposium report
will be prepared for sutmission to the Governor and the State legislature. It will also serve as
a resource report for the second statewide symposium on recomendations.

A

) The Camission is comprised of five Assemblymen and five Senators with members appointed by
the leader of each legislative branch, Senator Charles D. Cook (R.-Delaware, Sullivan, Gresne,.
Schoharie, Ulster Counties) serves as Chairmn, Assemblymen William L, Parment (D.-Chautsuqua)

" is Vice Chairoan and Senator L. Faul Kehoe (R.-Wayne, Ontario, Monroe) is Secretary. Members
also include: Senator William T. Smith (R.~Steuben, Chemurg, Schuyler, Yates, Senaca, Ontario); -
Senator Anthony M. Masiello (D.~Erie); Senator Thomas J. Bartosiewice (D.Kings); Assecblywoskn
Loutse M. Slaughter (D.~Monroe, ‘Wayne); Assemblyman Michael McMilty (D.-Albeny, Rensselaer);
Assemblyman John G.A. O’Neil (R.-St. Lawrence); and Assemblyman Richard Coombe (R.-Sullivan
Delaware, Chenangp). . .

New York State Legislative Commission on Rural Resources O Senator Charles D. Cook, Chalrman
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. The Legtalative'Cohi\saion on Ruralbkeaourles puﬁlishes herein one of
nine prelﬁminary répo:ca from the First StatewideoLégislqtivp'Sympooium on -

Rural Develgpment held October 5-7, 1983, This effort was not only a "first"
. . , ¢ '

| %

for New York'Stagé, but for the nat;on,as well. ' ¥

' N
. ' \

The ﬁhrpose of the"Symposium. and the public hearlngs éhaq wﬁ}lifqllow,
, 1a to catalog the strengths 6f rural New York, to define its problenms , and to

astablish goals'for tte next two decades. Neither the Symp&siuh nor the

hearings will deal with stratégy to develop our resources, address dur ‘\\ T
o - . :

. pfoblems,»or accomplish ouf.géals. That will be .the thrust of a'la;er
f » " .
' Commission effort. v . X

v o b

. A

For the moment, it s our purpose to fgster”ae objectfvely and

exhaustively as possible, an undecstanding of where we, aye and where we want

[ * ’ fu
-\to g0, I . .
The Symposium reports in gpchGnubject area encompass the oral and written
/ : ' ’

N 'finding of the respective workshops, along with responses givén at the

[ : - o -
Commigsion hearing where the reports were presentéd to State legialators for
. ¢ . . ‘ .
comment and discussion. Incorporated into this preliminary report is

subuégqent comment from hrOup particlpants on points they felt needed

)
3

ampltficatiop; 'Also appended to the published product is basic resdurce

_ \
material intended to clarify points made in the reports. . !

I wish to perubnally congratulate the Symposium par?icipants on ﬁhe very

+ wsound and ncholirly documents they have produced. However, their ﬁbrk is only '
As X & .l
preliminary to the final product which will ‘be issued by the Commission once

[}
.

the hearing proc,‘L is complete.

¥




éoiqanéa {n writing to the Commission.

o " ¢ . ) T
t,Those who read this reporv‘are urgeatly invited to participate {n the

public hearings that will #m held throughout rural New Yéik, or to submit
Y ’ .

L

Your support, disagreement or . , "

: » - \

commentary on specific points ¢ontained in the Symposium report will have -a

strong 1n£1&ence on the final repont of tk. Comﬁiaaion. '
Plg?sq do you? part in helping to define sound public policy for rural
‘New York ‘during the next two’ deé&des.
Senator Chﬁfles.b.,Cook : o .
" Chairman S \ ‘ '
" ‘ D Legislative Commission on Rural Resources
t , e © . " . \
)« .
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Local governnents have played an important role in the life “and

development!of rural New York State. The State as sovereign authoriLy,'hae

delegated vital governance, management and public service reeponatbilitiee to
’ . ,’ . . .
local nunicipalities. ) ' (

¢ A

In 1981, there were 44 count}ee, 32 cities, 727 towns, 324 incorporaﬁgg . ,/

villages, and 3 124 speciai purpose local governmenta in rural New York.

1] »

Rurnl county governments spent: most of their revenues (52, 62) on economic
4
asslstance. The largest single expenditure for town governments was
] .
transportation (éB.IZ). Cities-and villages in rurpl areas spent the largest

‘single hhare'of their' funds on water, sewer; and otFeg,home and communitv "

,services. These expenditure Patterne reflect the major functional

Aresponsibilitﬁpo for each unit of local government although other important

¢

services are provided by each.-

~

\

— ’Some people feel there is a need to revitelize rural iocal government.

Others view it "as being too expensive, somewhat 1neffective, unnecessarily

duplicative, and therefoce, in need of modernizatinn. Indeed, another layer
:oi multi-county public and pe}vate"reglonal egencies has bee% 1nterpo;ed ' |
between state and 1oce; governments over the past two difﬁore decadﬁp. fheee o
both compiiment and complicate treditional principles of local governence'end
management as well as d;lute a previoualv stronger etate-locel pertnerehip.
Very llttle restructuring or revitalization of local governments has, in

" fact, necurred in New York State in recent decadee. .Between 1971 and 1981,
Eor'example, five villages and one town were diseolved in rural areas. Indeed,

. one new village was created during this period. The most signtficent change
has been reapportionment of rural county legislatures, }rompted"by-the Supreme

Court's "one-man-one-vote" decision.




A restructuring of federaljstateélocel relatiohe and responsibilities {s

| currently being demanded‘beceuse of the shift tqward\kzyernmental' S

decentralization in American society. If the recent rqvereal of the previoys

trend towards centralization of government at the feder 1 level ¢ont1nues. the ’
maJor forum for future public policy will lie within stat and loval . VVU“*Si
governments, Paralleling this movement has been the respo,aibility to raise
mandatee thrust upon local governments. h : "

SympostJm participants, reviewed these trends and discussed their

implications for local governmentshin raral New York. Probably he.sing;e '

most 1ﬁportant ehallenge for State lawmakers”duriﬁg the next sevekal years
. will be to 1mprove the'&tate-locel gdrernanee and management partneyship. Its -

future viability is in question.

Many rural municipalities are experiencing extreme difficulty'ln their '

efforts to adapt to curreat, eoctetal needs and trends. Moreover; the State
has come to be identified a ’P-a master/controller rather than artner/enabler

tn local government activities. Indeed, many local governments prefer to work

with "Washington rather than state agencies. A recen example is the
, ) .

. proposed State adminlstration of the U.S. Commu::;;/bevelopment Block Grant \ o,
by

&

‘Program, a move which has ‘been vehemently oppos rural localities in New

N

York State. Such a partnership is perceived s threatening and inadequate for

rural localities. ,

. v Y

Symposium participants found important streagths inherent {n local

N
-~ \ )

governments ' in rural New York., These /include:  close proximity to the - L
cittzenry{ the "non-intrusiveness"/éé/rural local government° a common senge"

approach to community problem~so¥Ctug, existing part-time elevted officials

0

who are willing to work long yours for low wagey; and the abflity of rural

government to enlist private and voluntary talent and support for local
/ /

J | ~é~. ¢ ' '




P | : S
projects (e.g., a fundraiser for s town building destroyed by fire). In

; ' addition,'thera is a cadre“sf resource agencies, associations, and educational

*

institutions with the potential to offer assistance to conscientious local
government officiala. . ' e
i 4 ' '

Still a gencral feeling of isolation, alienation, and helpleaaneae is-
felt in many rural localities. ‘Local eovernment officiala and citizens are

confronted continually by auch ‘outside forcea as developers, "experts," and

l

state and federal government Qureaucraciea’ Few cxiating state or federal
agencies have rural citizens and government as their primary conatituency.

Most new multi-county regional agenciea have their locus and dominant focus on ¢

\

metropolitan areas. - Moreover; a generally discouraging climate currently :
exists ﬁqr potential "movers and ahakera” to seek community betterment through

" rural local government.
(

Sympoaium participante have identified eeveral significant ‘limitations or .

flaws in the currebt state-local government partnership. First, there are

3 . b

’ legal impedimenta @o coooeration between local government bodies in auch/

l matters as joint ownership of~equipmentyaa a cost-saving device. §ecoﬁdly, a

generally inadequate-local.financial reaource'and tax baee'is further

compounded by aforementioned atate mandates. In addition, relatively small

rural governmenta frequently encounter difficulty when competing for

categorical granta-in—aid since aid formulaa ‘and planning regiona oriented to ﬂ

metropolitan counties tend to discriminate against rural governmenta. In

additiqn, impediments to intergovernmental cooperation are often built into

state and federal revenue programs. Structurally, new forms of rural local N

government: would be more appropriate for some localities, but current laws and
L. : . ) O
aid formulas crea;c disincentives to such change, N

-

Rural local governments are plagued by frequent turnover among elected

and appointed officials. Por, example, there is a qne-third turnover rate

. ) . | .:, _58 | /'/




)
]
|

] .
| L. ‘ -t - oo »
1 . . . _,' ']

among town'aupervisors every two yeare.' Low ealary levels and part-time work

have made it extremely difficult'to :}éract and retain qualified local

. »

E‘fciale and te provide continuity in leadership. Most officials are
13

required to wear "many'hata' and are bogged down hy ‘time and energy-waoting
activitiea euch as bookkeeping by hand. Public resistance to land use ' i
controls (a traditional responejbility of local government under home rule

\

_statutes) and ext&eme pressure from developere often impede efforts to |

. preserve the-quality.of life in rural communities.

. A.najor goal euggested by Symposium participants is to improve the - *
capacity-for governance management and ‘the delivery of services by local
governnents in rural areas. In thie way, it is hoped the pfinciple of home

rule will be’ preoerved and an improved atate-local partnerehip will be

\

realtzed. In order to achieve thie aim, one' of the partners (local /"
government)‘needc to become more qual itf it ie to exercise greater local ' ,
leadership, management , and; at-effective delivery of- servicee in light of "ww;kdwnmﬂ.aﬁ
.current and future aocietal neede. o »: e ~. R -‘ ‘
What ahould be done in order to ensure the future viability and capacity | ‘

of local municipgalities to govern and provide eaeential.eervicea“in rural
areae? Are there state and local programs that should be cut back or turned

" over to the private sector in view of increaaing preeeurea on local government

\ officlals to manage and finance added reaponaibiﬁitiee? Theae are only two\of v

the public folicy questions which currently chal%enge state lawmakere. How

4

the vwrioue political actors respond to the changing nature and

interdfpendency of federal. state, and local government will have important N

.implications not only for the future deljvery of servicea to rural New York .

.

reeidente, but also for the quality of life of all people of the State,

' n




Trends

*

.government revenue:J : . _ . ) .

WHERE RURAL NEW YORE IS TODAY '

. | ' 'ﬂl '_'l - . \ » |
A ehlft i{a population from urban.to rural areas. According to the '! '
1980 census, New York State has the sixth largest rural pdpulation: .
in the United States, Moreover, its.-rural population is larger than.

the total pOpulation of 25 other states,

The growing populatton of rural resldents is e ectiné to receive
more services delivered from rural New York's 44 counties, 32.citles,
727 towns, 324 1ncorporaced villages and 3,124 epecial purpose
dlstricts. . _

. 2 .
Decveasing-state ftnencial aesiatance as d\ahare of rural local

Increased reliance on such special purpose districts as lighting,
water, and sewer for the ‘maintenance and delivery of vital gervices
(e.g., between 1971 and 1981 therp was a net gain of 238 special
purpoge districts in vural locallties)k

The development of a high ech "infrastructure” will allow the design
of- new concepte of , state~ldcal government architecture through
electronic "netwprking.” Telephone lines and microcomputer work \
stations. provide the concredte and visible framework that will link °
offices, people, and da ases faster, and perhaps better, over

a wider geographical range '

Increased public r sistance to iarge, centralized‘gevernmenps that
administer and coordinate programs directly affecting local people,

Escalating burden of state mandates on local governments, neny of
which are uniformly applied and therefore are not seneitive to the
1ndividua1 needs and demands of rural localities. o

Increased reliance on grassroots solutions to local problems and needs
in response to inadequate federal and state aid.

-

‘Increasing numbegs of ad hoc, business, political,.and admidistrative

actors and agencles involved-in land use planning and environmental

concerns effecttng rural loralities. . ‘
AN

Rise of a pout-industrlal 1nformatygn society with hmphasis on high

technology as a(nﬂjor component of future economic growth and

management, practices (e.g., increased demand for computer

utilization in local government management). e

Shift in the role of the chief elected executivelin many of rural New

York's local jurisdictions. . The gtrong, informed leadership of such

officials has become Lncreasingly critical to'the smooth and eftectlve
management of community development and day-to-day local government
affairs. . s

-7- 10 \
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. -:/ ° Heighcened public awareness of the increaaingly serious problema
e assoclated with local management and ihtergoverqpental relations.in .
: rural Naw York. ' : , :

o The StaCe has come to be identified as master/controller rather than
' partner/enabler in local government activicies. '
e Fever qualified.citizens are willing to enter local government v .
"serviee, either in profeasional or political roles.
e Increasing fruecratton of parc-cime eleCCed officials as to the amounc
of time required' to perforq their dutties in local government.

° fhcreasing recognition Chat professional management’ assistance'is
imperative to the smooth funccianing of rural local governments, ,
However, there is ‘decreasing ability:to afford it, with the presenc T
structure and financing of local government.

e Incr using-relianee by part-time elected officials on eQCSide, often
' urban-oriented consultants and technical expertise for advice on
problem-solving and management. -

o o Y

Strengths and Asnetd :

' [ 4

-— . X N il e —— i — o vn e e chorams =

. Inherenc screngths of iecal governmenc 1n rutal areas: R
\ \ .

- Close proximity of local elected officials to the citizenry; (\

(esg., there are 25\ county leglslators for every 100,000 ‘

pepple ‘in rural ‘counties and 4 for every IOO,QOO people in .
mQCropoliCan councies). . . I ,=\\
] , T . . ' X \ .
- The non-incrusiveneéa of rural lneal_govern+ent; - ‘ \Q /
\ . ) . )

.- The ‘common sense” apgfoach_of rural cicizenaiCO community

problem-solviag., '\ 1 e ,
v * '\_\ ' I : . ’ .‘\ .
\ '@ Private and volunCary resources unique to rural New York* - A b
C- Exiscing part- ctme elecred officials who jre willtng co work ' .v§
long hours for low wages;, .| e
. ! o I .
A »
= Ability of rural governments to enlist privage and voluntary \ i
* talent, support, agsistance, and enthusiasm for local projects |
. . trom such sourcess as banks and business firms, service ' :
organizations, private contractors and senior citizens ‘
(e.g., ‘private and public equipment used or such unity
purposes or public benefit as removal of abandoned unk cars
from the landacape) . \ .

~ Informal asslstance, (e.g., a undraiaer for a town building .
whigh was destroyed by Mre),

’ "

o Jther governmental resources: - .. )




A\t

v Subcounty rural government ausistance (e.g., The Temporary
State Commission on Tug Hill' "circuit riders" and technical ‘
agnidtence lervicea), e - : : Lo

o o™ o - County goverhment (e.g., help and hands-ot expertiee provided
S P by county -budget officere and officials from county planning fﬁ'
- departments), 3 . . o P
- State agencies and regional governing bodies (e.g;, Departmeit -~ .
e , - qf State, Department of Audit and Control, Department of R
' Health; Department -of Environmental Conservation, Regional =~ A
g .lenning and Development Agencies, etc.) with’ juriadiction' ' '
over matters pertaining to rural governmentn, ' V(" - -
.'- Federal government departmente and prograus, inciuding grante N
o and otMer forms of technical and financial assistdnce: (e.g., g
) oo United States Defartment of Traneportation, Farmers Home : -
‘ Adminletration, Soil Conservatipn Dietricts, and U.S.D.A. ‘
! A _ Office of Rural Development: Policy), :
V.
. Signiflcant potential for educaLional institutions in rural New York
Ro aeeist local gqvernmente. e R "
P, Y \ 4 the\eecondary level adult edu"ation claggses and Boards
' I of Cooperetive Educational Services {BOCES) have been _ .
instnumental in offering a variety/of technical knowledge :
and expertise to rural reeidents., - o !.
- The State Univereity of New York is the largeet and qpet
diverse public multi-campus university system in the nation, .
Over fourteen institutions offering baccalaureate and graduate s
' degrees, the Cooperative Extension Service at Cornell o e
University, five Agricultural and Technical Colleges and : :
thirty community colleges. are located in rural counties (e.g.,
The Local Technical Assistance Program at SUNY Plattsburgh and :
the Local Government Institute at Cornell Univereity).-
- More than twenty independent collegee and univereities offering
diverse programs and disciplinee are located in rural areas.

-

'

.® ! ' C"m - ,
e The general abundance of natural resources and important alternatives /
to urban living found in: rural New York. N ; .

™ v ' ‘ \ '

"\ .

. Associationn of municipal oﬁficials (e.g.i\Neg York State Association o

‘.. of Counties, New York State Assocdiation of Towds, New York State
Conference of Mayors, New York State Planning Federetion. etc. o

¢

' e, i -

Heeknecsee and Problem Areas . S S S .

/ e A general feeling of isolntion, alienat {on, and helplesenese on.the ' *}'
part of local government' officials and citizens 1§ thelr efforts to '
| deal with'societal trends; and such outside forceh as developers,
, experte,‘ and state and federal government bureaucracies.

»

. -2 ¢ - y
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o A generally discouraglng climate within which poteutial 'movers and ™
shakers" can seek community betterment through local government.
¢ -
)
o Relatively few existing state and federal agencies or resource
' grgups have as their primary constituency rural cttizena and rural
o governments.,

e Legal: ' " ' e e, ‘ ¢

~ Financial constraints on local revenue raising powers (e.g.,
statutory and constieutional debt and tax 1mits). .

‘ State mandates, especially those applied uniformly throughout
) the entire State without regard for the needs of rural New

¢ York, its part-time goverament, and local cittzenry (e.g., the
™ ' Uniforn—?ire Prevention and Building Code); 4

o //‘

Ultra vires (“exceeding their authority") acts committed by .
locgl officials applying "common sense” solutions to problems; o \

r

Lack of adequate legal udvice. For example, in some localities
of the State, town attorneys are not aware of the intricacies
of municipal, land use, or environment%l law. This is

_ hecause many towps, as clients, are often too small to justify
keaping abreast of such lawa, \ .
Complex, often disorganized system of state laws pertaining

to local governments (see study by New York‘State Legislative

Commission on State/Local Relations); /

/
- i
!
i
« r
1

Traditional local governmeht boundary lines having no current
vrational basis and leading to inefficient/ineffective service
. delivery (e.g., many historical boundaries were along streams,
_ . which results in uplitting valleys between municipalities.
- Others were “"straight-line”™ arbitrary boundaries, which often
.bisect communities., Many long-standing fire district
boundaries are outmoded today); :

State government insistence that local governments adhere to
, certain rigidly prescribed types of operations rather than
" performance standards (-e.g., The C.H.I.P.S. Highway. iy

Improvement Program); ‘ )
- 91fficglty in legally closing rural roads, especially on a fw

- seasondl basis (e.g., a dead-end road with vacationjde

occupants);

~ Impediments to inté}governmental cbdperatton (e.g., lack of
legal forms foc joint ownership of Qquipment);

- Upited States Supreme Court decistoqs extending the scope of
, t¥e Ctvil Rights Act of 1971 iun which states and political
¥~ subdivisfons were stripped of immunity for the actions of their
" public servants, These decisions gaanQ'the federal judlclary
unlimited authority to review actinns of State and local "

ERIC _ s 13 b
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/./‘offidi'i"te?*totally Minrelated to civil rights.
; s * B 9
[ Ftnancial: .
/ ’ ' I *
' - General lack of finan..al resources required to, support needed
and/or mandated local facilities and services. Most rural
localities fell asignificantly below New York State's 1980

average per-capita income of $7,500 (see Appendix);

= Grant-in-aid programs have been built on an ad hoc basis w1Choué
a systematic review of priorigies. -

- Increasing i pbrtance but declining share of federal and
'state aild to rural localities. (e.g., although the total -
dollar amount of state .aid to local governments in rural areas
increased 99X between 1971 and 1981, the local share of this
afd 48 a source of total revenue declined from 22% to 17%.
Relianbe on federal aid dollars during the same period
}hcreased signifiantly from 14% to 212 of total local
revenues, However, there have been sharp cutbacks in federal
aid since 1981. ¢

A}

.= Excessivd reliance on the general property tax as an. income
generator for support of rural local government, including: o
political unpopulartty during times of land value inflation; T
failure of full valuation assessment; its regressivity;
competition for property tax.funding from public elementary and
secondary education; and the proliferation of tax-exempt and
tax-sheltered properties (e.g., local governments in rural
areas 1dﬁre sed real property taxes 111% between 1971

. and 1981. The increase in metropolitan areas'during this
same period was 82%;) '
~ Unpredictabllity and late payment ?f state aid to localities;

- Differing fiscal years for varioua\ﬁypee of local governments
and the State (e.g., the State’s imposition of higher mandated
future housing allowances to social service recipients following
passage of county budgets in the previous year);

- Distribution of sales tax revenue (e.g., towns and villages
have no voice in such determinations);

- Revenue sharing formulas that discourage consolidation of
small political units (ey/g., between 1971 and 1981, five L
villages and one town ggvernment ware dissolved in rural
New York. See caeekstu!; on Village of Rosendale in Appendix);

’ p T ~ Difficulty encountered by relatively small.rural governments
and agencies when competing in categorical grant-in-aid
programs., Generally, ajd formulas based on population, type of J
. L government, Standard Metropolitan Statistical Areas, and - ¥
. Planning Regions oriented to metropolitan counties tend to
discriminate againet rural governments;

14
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~ High unit costs imputed to delivery of required gervices in
sparsely populated rural arens often result from using
metropolitan-oriented criteria or approaches in the delivery
I , of services. Moreover, in some instances, services may simply
- have to cost more in order to provide an equitable quality of .
’ life Eor\(ural reuldenta'

- Some debt'and tax.limttaﬁions are unneceesarily reetricttve
for respoﬁstble }ocal government administration.

» @ Structural: 5 \
. . '
- Overemphastis on traditional forms of local government without
much thought .being given to providing for new alternatives
(e.g., non~chartered county governments are plagued by

fragmentation of administrative and policy authority, caused’
by having part-time ﬁegtslatora who control individual
operating depar&menta through a, committee structure);
' - Impediments to 1nter§ovarnment;1 gooperation built into state
and federal revenue prograas.
® ManaSertal- , = : , .‘ o
. y I
- Local officials often lack expertise and cratnlng in
0 public manazpment techniques,
. .
, - Most post-secondary public admninistration or planning traiuning
o programs offer students little direct field experience or
educational content in rural affairs;
- ‘quent turnokr among elected and appointed officialo (e.g..
re {u a one~third turnover rate among town supervisors every=}'
‘two years); i '
- Complex public Iabor~management relationshlps “especially the
. . Public Employees' Fair Employment Act (Taylor Law) and system
of collective bargaining which have caused a loss of local
(' control in dealing with employees;

: Low salary levels and part-time work which have made it

| difficult to attract and retain high quality local

o government officials afid that tend to discourage year-to-year
continuity in leadership (e.g., the average salary for a part-
time rural legislator/ supervisor in 1980 was $5,500. In _
metropolitan areas, the average salary was $13,000. The
corresponding salaries for Board Chairman were $9,200 and
§17,007, respectively);

= Insufficlent trataing, toformation, and time available to
local officiale often leading to non=-action; ,

~ Conflicting authority (chain of command) of local elected
officials (e.g., alectad pouitions of supervisor and highway
superintendent);

-
o h
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- Goographtcliaolation vhich causes extensive travel and
communication costs'for local officials seeking to find
answers to problens 6r exchange ideas with their peers;

~ Due to scarce rasources or lack of technical assistance,
local - officials and personnel are required to wear many hats

' and to get involved in many time or energy-wasting activities
(e.g., recordkeeping and bookkeeping by hand). - - )

e Technical Assistance: ./

v ! 1 l

" = Lack of readily available training services;

- Counties now provide limited technical assistance to towns .’
and villages. However, curvenc laws giving such authority

. and responsibility are obsolete; =

~ Need for better communications and linkages between those
with problems and those who can help.

“

o Land Use Controls:

- Public resistance to land use controls and disputes over the'
- best types of environmentall controls often inpede efforts to
preserve the quality of life in communities; ] E
. pe :
-~ Local governments in tiral areas are concerned about the
increasing threat of federal and state encroachment o
their land-use control powers (e.g., Adirondack Park Agency
River Basin Commissions); ) ) '

- Confusion in state enabling legislation, with need for
recodification, :

GOALS FOR RURAL NEW YORK .
e Improve the capacity for governing and delivering servicea in ru?al
areas. : ‘ o f

° Financiali '-V | | A
- Institute uniform govérnment fiscal years geared to tﬁelstate

fliscal year in order to insure greater predictability td
forthcoming state aid; N

N,

N\

- Adequate state financial aid to local units of gove:ngfﬁt far
costs assoclated with state mandates; o -

~ $implify application procedures for aid prograns; / v
I ! 3y

"~ Review the priorities and applicability of existing State
.grant-ia~-aid programs with respect to the State's rural areas;
/

13~ 16




~ Reduce the 1mportance of the prOpe-!y tax as a source of local

government revenue, B .
. = Ensure that rural areas receive an equitable share of state
- , and federal aid; :

. ' = Find ways to maximize the use of state and federal aid received
by rural local governments; .

-

- Provide incentives to encourage intergovernmental cooperation;'
f(affﬁﬁrdyeFQosedduenta of rural properties; ' _ .

Easge rhe'gurden cauged by tai;exempt property in rural ‘areas.

. Lﬁgal' y ‘ ' | -

A ¢
\\*Qf Broaden local discretionary authority in order to encourage
*  “innovation in the use of federal, state and local resources
for problem—aolving or sarvice delivery. .
/
» - Simplify and recodify municipal otatutea in order to elininate
overlap and multiplicity and p;ﬂhote appropriate sharing of
warvices/equipnent; .
=~ Review the Local Finance Law and conntitutibnal debt and tax
limits in order. to balance .necessary local government financing
and borrowing power while preserving adequate restraints that
‘' encourage prudent uanagenent'

- Ensure that the special needs and problems of rural areas are .
- : consldered when promulgating federal and state administrative
rules and regulations; . ‘ .
- Maximize the use of VOIuntéQra, private, and aervfce/”“\
organizations through removal of legal impediments;

- Promote congressional review and amendment of Section £983 of
the United States Ctvil Rights Act of 1971 in order yYo
reverse the 1980 United States Supreme )Gourt decisioh

P extending the scope of the section;

~ Adopt a system of true home rule that promotes participatory
democracy and pernmits multiple options in\hdg ing local needs
and carrying out statewide qraln ad a gubstitute for overly
proscriptive mandates. '

e Structnral: '

necennnrtly small” rurpl governments where, for example,

" Develop the cépaclf?xtggrecognize. support, and nourish
consolidatlon is an inappropriate codrsp of action to follow;

= Eliminate unnecessary duplication of services and equipment,

o AR 17
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e Education qnd Training:

o Techntcal Assistance: .ol

| ' )
1

including Tedunduncy associdted with traditionsl local v
ibvcrnlcnt boundarv lines;"’ o

-~ Facilitate the roloval of barriers to state/local cooperation

(é.g., overlhpping responsibilities and regulations among the
different State agancies that impact or result in mandates for
local governments); P

¢

'~ Develop the capacities of rural local governments to deliver

- Develop adequate communication networks and nanagement systems

'Y Ntsagerial '
- ) = Promote additional professional ms&nagement services for rural

\ .

- Bntabliah a state-local partnership for change that shares,

- Expand continuing education servides and communication \

approprincc'lcrvicea that will meet current and future public
demands; -

risk and increases the payoff and probability that rural local
governments will'be successful in their efforts to remain
conte-porary and. cont-oftective,

for all levels of government, using "high fechnology" where
appropriate, with "high touch” to unke it wbrk.

t\

local governmments in order to give them the ability to
successfully manage growth. and change (a.g., Rural Town /
Managenent Cooperative).

networks for elected and appointed offtcials in rural
governments {n order to assist them in performing their
responsibilities more e€ficiently and effectively (e.g.,
contract courses in cooperation with' community colleges). !

- Increase the availability and acceaaibility of technical o
assistance to localities, geared to the special needs of rural
local governments.

PUBLIC POLICY QUESTIONS TO BE ADDRESSED

o Legal: ¢

¢ Financial: ; '

w How' can quality legal services best be provided rural areas?
. Should thele be a process of certtflcation for municipal
' attarncy.?

- How can the need for codificatinn of all statutes affecting
municipal government best be addressed?

18,
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~ Existing “formulas for categorical grants-in-aid tend to favor
larger netropolitan communities. How can smaller rural
communities; facing increased demands for service deliverny,
: - be provtded an equikable share in aid programs applicable to
, ‘their Juriedicttone? .
- How can eid,fornulee be amended in order to encourage
appropriate consolidation, cooperation, and long-term cepttal .
planning?

~ In times\ of shrinking resources, how can the demands for
‘services created by the demogrephtc shifts that are oc upring:
in rural New York State he met in a cost-effective and \fair
manner? X‘X . b
= How serioys must the financial' conditions of ‘rural local } f ‘
governments become before required changes'are implemented? -
What are the economies and diseconomies of scale for eerviee .
delivery in the major functional areas of local government? ’
5 4
Q.Are there-state“op loealmprog[nme thet should be cut back~1n\\ .
. © view of decreasing resources?* ‘ .y \\\ S
’ . ‘ N , ; - . . ‘ N .. ‘..)‘\. . ‘ . p
" @ Structural: ' ' L Lo ! )

»
-

i

- What are the State's responsibilities as an enabler/partner: -
in helping .rural areas wrestle with and develop viable = /
‘management strategies for growth and change?

- How vtable is the growing arrey of small eervice delivery .

units in lpcal governuent? ; N . ,/
= What should be done to preserve and enhance the particlpatory

approach /to local government, protéct minority interests, and '

promote effectlve agl efficient management practices? ‘

-~ How can relationehipo between the State, rural countiee, :
o ‘towns, and villages be streagthened? What guidelines should be
-considered in igstituténg any new syetem of intergovetnmental

cooperat ton?
' ~ How can such multi-county governmantal functione. such as.
‘ planning and development or trenei , best be performed in

rural areas? . ‘
.\ : -~ Is the strength of traditional voluntary institutions 1n rural
‘ New York fncreasing, decreasing, or \remaining constant? | How
much untapped potential and energy really exiet? i

i,‘)
d

e Managerial: ' A o o \

- What new public management systems should be developed 69
models that show how to simplify the tasks and 1mptove the
éffectiveness of local officlals? i

. . 19
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e Technical K;slltanccz

= How can existing state agencies update their missions or alter
' _their priorities in providipg technical assistance, education
and tratning to local governments. (e.g., change in role from
| | “mandate enforcer” to partner and factlitator)?
~ How can the expertise of the private aector, includtng the use
~ of volunteora and other resources, be better utilized?

. - Would a deéentralizad uy‘tel of  technical aouiatance be more
efftcient and effective than a centralized one (e.g.y ounty
or joint municipal technical asaistance offices ve. an Office
of Local Govarnnent)?

~ How can technology be uoed to enhance the delivpry of technical
aaot:tance to local governnenca?

= Wha ln-the-futurg role_of the shared municipal "circuit
rid?}“ as a tdwn'nanager, or a technical assistance deliverer? .

- Should rural counties be given a stronger role in ptovidingl
techaical asatatance to towna/villagea?

Lo d - <

Voo .

-17-20 | | “




'COVERNMENT AND MAMAGXMENT WORKSHOP PARTICIPANTS

Moderator: _ _ Resource Person:
: /
Senator-Jess J. Present _ Joseph F. Zimmernan -
- i Professor :
. ) Rockejeller College of Public Affairs
’ " and Policy .
- /State University of ‘New York\t&ﬁﬁlbany .
. / -
Facilitator: . L Recorder:
Frank J. Mauro ~ Joseph F, Zimmernan
Secretary to Ways and Means y Professor
Comait tée "/ Rockefeller College of Public Affairs -
New York State Assembly - -/ and Policy .. ' ' _
o ' -/ State University of New York at Albany
- B : N . . .
/ ?artiﬁ}p.n;a , .
Honorable Gerald Benjamin ,  Dorothy M. Purello
Ulster County Legislator  Legislative Analyst
: _ ‘ // . Senate Finance Commjttee
C. Waring Blackburn, Jr./ . ' o
Director of Planning // William X. Sanford
Temporary State Commissgion " Executive Director
on Tug Hill // o ' Nev York State Alsociu;ton of Towns : ..
Donald F. Clifford , : Beth Nelson Snaydn
Coodinator of Research " Program Analyst
and Development 4’ . New York State Legislative Commission
New York State Division of ' on Stnte-Local Ralatlonl
Equalization aqd Assessuent b
‘ Randi Triante
Edwin L. Crnwtérd - .Legislative Administrator
Executive Director New York State Association of Counties
New York State Association of
Counties // Barry Valentensen
B R Legislative Budget Analyst
John Je Dugun Ways and Means Conmittee
Assistant Director of Local New York State Assembly
Assistance Audit .
Division of Audit and Accounts = - James K. Van Dervort
New York State Department of Program Manager )
Audit and Control New York State Department of State. {
Jerome Kornfeld ' Donald Walsh
Coungel Acting Director '
New York State Assoclation New York State Conference of Mayors
of Fire Districts B 3
. ' ' Duane Wilcox ’
Honorable John S. BRatane Local Government Program Coordinator }
Supervisor New York State College of Agriculture
Town of Lenox and Life Sciences i

Cornell University
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, STATE OF NEW YORK POPULATION CHANGE
i . '.
1970 - 1980 .
| N ' " !
' I\‘\
‘
l ‘ '_
\‘\. . « :
ity
N o
o : .
|
!
C.
[
v
svo Ioss , . ‘
e - ' s
‘s Low Growth (0 1-4.92) t ‘
‘: .I ..." Medium Growth (5.0-9,.9%) St‘a‘tewide.l,oss = 3,87
T : ﬂ High Growth (10% and above) o URBAN COUNTIES '
e | 7 Ty = RURAL éoumn- .
= ' T (Under 200,000 pop.) P

Iy . -

§ource: U.S. Bureau of the Cfnaua, 1980 Census of'Pole_at._j.on and Housing. , 24
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' . : \ Pt . )
, STROCTURE AND OPPICBRS OF GOU](!T! ‘GOVERNMENT IN NEW YORK STATE
¢
HISTORICAL New York State count:iesr ginated as entities created by the State
DENYLOPMONT : -legislaturemto carry out specified functions‘at the 1 level on the
« State's behalf, However, over the years, cmntieshavee:q)eriemeda ]
_ o expansion of responsibﬂities they have become m& mgal )
- : . corporations ",‘,ﬁ'.?ﬁ‘“‘"‘“‘ jurisdiction, -powers ; and
¢« . cq)actt:iu to a wide range of services to their respective
— _Lesidents,
I T o (HARTER
. ' LAGAL Nom-charter counties. operate under county, regardless of size, may
. FRAMENOBK: t:he mral rovisions of the County %pt‘a home rule charter either
/ ‘ o Eat:ute 's inherent through local initiative or enactment
flmdbiltt:y enables counties to g the Stat:e lature. Such a
og the organizational design e the exist
in ‘their provision of local serviws.L gmmu: st:mctutes provided for .
: EXBOTIVE The County Law mekes wo provision ) lcmerally a comty charter authorizes -
ADTRORTTY : or independent adnlnistra ive , wlected exacutive or inted
| - ,wthority in mn—cmrter ties,: athinlst:rator tﬁuﬂ;pgf the
. ‘ * ||1legislature, t:o nister the day-to
. I affaira of county govermment,
o . tlamatgtmtelumtaofﬂn
. e:ecutivn 8 aut ty is the l:udget:a:y
r
, A , ool of eaecugive partici:ﬁﬁion in
: : L : cy de and nistrat:lon. B PCN
. ! ' ' : : ther impo: resources is the .- . e .
‘ B - . to appoint: and i\emye deparmnt:-_': A BRI
4% ‘l\i A -; . : — E
. |1 Comty executive and tive [with t:he tion of &n-elected -~ ]
mm : fw::gyiom are e:erciaedhqb;]'a . aemtivee’o?gppo inted administrator, =~
. coumnty lative body (Variously the powers and respoiaibilities of .
' known as of gors, county charter m:wg paralle} . s
"boards of representatives, boards those of their rter - i
n of legislators, county lﬁacm, counterparts. =, - - o
= el bl ey R
ado?g resolutions md‘gmrciae " . ’
| authority within the frameawork of
las in its particular ,zurlsdtction.
Members of the
. . elected for either two or.four~' _ : o
1. N ﬁtem, a.lsot select a. chairman S : ‘
+ .'.. i cmate m mim ' o A . . v ) '
‘ around the functional’ aress: of \ v ' ‘
OTHER The county dmtrlct: al:t:omey ' Many charter counties have ‘abolishad o
AD sheriff, coroner s \oomty Jithe office of treasurer and inco
APPOINTYD clerk, must be | feﬂ. ated these functions with those o
OFFICERS: rule charter mt T director of finance. The offiws of
, ' county to eliminate some of t'.hese sheriff, dietrtct: attorney, coroner, -
' offices or t'.o alter t:heir dities, and clerk based in the
‘ . subject to referendum, O:mt:i.t:ut:lm al.oo be aholishad ° :
or whstanttally modified. :
‘ _SIRCK: Local Goverment Handbook, New York, State Departnent of State, 1982; o U
A and New York's Local Goveroment Struchure: gm ’
! Resporsdbdlities, New York State Legislat:i.ve Comni sgion on
\ . State-Local Relsfions, April 1983. ,




The creation of citlés was prampted by the need to provide
’ no

HISTORICAL services to concentr. 0 e, There

- DEVELOMMENT: al law which grants authority for the incorporation of.

cities; the State lature may incorporate any cmmm ,
of any size as a city, regardless of population or physi .
size. Moreover, there is no formal progression ftqa_ .villa_ge\ :

\ab.

— > - p—— - o

L ’

in ,becass 3c1f  ate

Most city charters, which set ‘the; legal parameters for city-. . -
, i e b2 Al 8 8o 8 . .

t
Y ' '\
> Commission: - [|One of the comniss’oners - Individual ‘¢oomissionsrs
are
to

t R } R 1] v,
H ol VI dé‘— !

- e . LA ! i) S Lo
|| Generally, city governsent falls irity: four categories:

|

—

M appoing professibaal | The council-is the
w hmtrmw' | policyma body, -
Loader of city gowrmens;; DR

* || ssmmes the ceremnial
duties of mayor, on a
rotating baeis. IS and form a policymsking #

mmﬂh'-'l’t
and New York's

.

]

New York State n?:um € of State, 19827 "
New Y t‘k Stat swahuz. Om%m c’tStu:t:e-- ’
(o) e ve on
. Local Relations, April 1963, | S

“h
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STRUCTURE ARD OFPICERS OF TOWN AND VILLACE GOVERNMENTS IN NEW YORK STATE

I~ TONE
Towns and cities all
HISTORICAL within the Stage with the except

T
i

%.
;

11ad must not

:
gg‘
:
£

¥
]
e
|
3

7
!

VILLAGES

A village is an incorporated
mmnic ty, mﬂi; formed within
toms to provide services for clusters
of residents. definition, a
village, at the time of its Incorpor-
ation, must have 500 or mwre
Lﬂub{unu, tain no more than five
‘square ulle'.:t unless part ofd:. erict)
coterminous town or .scul R
f .

exist dt&%eﬂ&n@ .
the V Yni ly sets
criteria for an initlal vill;&:
vixtmrpomtion, a %fﬁ ting

llages have popula areas
smaller then current minimum

discharge the dltiu es
on
the , affaire
structure of gom the State
has mtmt'ihd towns to

ation of new and

E;ov?::m vmgal&i?‘eﬁiﬁf’

structure of govermmnt.

.

The Village Law the incorpor-
}‘m ulﬂguwm the Raniie

o ation of most exls '
m. Avilla@m{mmt a local
law the app

the village's chief ewaitive -

EXBCUTIVE The Town Law does not provide for a As
ANDTHORTTY: - separate ve branch of town officer, the mayor is rally
_ govermment., Algth:‘d\ the %w‘n nespogslble f:{i law “o:to:mxt.-
supervisor 18 o dosned budge on
' wrbfilcial chisE amaitive of to aopointaent of departnent hesds and
goverrmant , he/she is primarily nonelected officers and 8o
part; 6f the lagislative branch as Unless otherwise provided law
amrandsmidhuofﬂouof or charter, the msyor is elected for a
p the town ». Without two-year term, In'addition to his
additional tie-bresking or veto executive duties, the mayor presides
. In accordance with the overtﬁl meatings of the board of
tate Lagislature's decision to trus and mey vote on all
grant towns the authority to cuestions, including t
supersede the Town Law, offices dlacisions, before the body.

Y md\&thetamenwhwmy Unlens provided by local law, there
established. The Town Board may is no mayoral veto power. In
delegate povers and duties for addition, villages may create the
such a positiun as they deem offioeofvuhgemrto rovide
necessary. administrative supervision

LACISLATIVE Each town elects a supervisor and The Board of [rustees, the lative
AUTHETTY : towm comprise, the body of a vil ’ consists of the

mayor and four trustees. However, the
board m¥ incresse or decrease the
mmber of trustees, subject to
mﬂatot* refersndm. Trustees are
elected For bumu‘ terns unless
otherwise provi local. law. The
village board is vested with board
powers to rm the affairs of the

. these is the power to:
Mri" el t :gd vide

: a ro

got tha financing of village P
uf:a\gt.:lu, and abolish or c.raate
o
Ooamisslong €0 selst in adwinlstering

village Cunctions and duties. L

'y

Local Goveramsnt
and New York's Locsl

P ey

New York suté tment of Stace, 1982;
p m:bﬁ Division of - !

sibilities, New York State.Legislutive Comission on State~

Relations, April 1983,
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FORMS OF COUNTY GOVERNMENT IN NEW YORK STATE, 1984

;g

Number
Ry’ Comty Form of Nese of of Office
Comties Seat Puative Legislative Body  Members (Years)
egmy Legislativ Bd. of legislators ' 15 4
Acitlwm Little Valley Legislative Chairman  County Lagislature 25 2
lugislative Chairaen  County legislature 21 2
Chay Mayville Flected Exscutive County lLegislature 5 2
, Elmira Flected Exmcutive Count¥ Legislature 15 4
Chenango Board rean Bd. of Supsrvisors 23 2
' Clinton Plattsburgh  Board Bd. of Legislato 10 2
Colushia Board Chairemn K. of Supervisors 23 2
Cortland Cortland Legislative Chairman Gtmlg Lagislature 19 2
Delamre ' Delhd . Foard Bd. of Supervisors 19 2
Essex Elimsbethtown Board Bd, of Supervisors 18 2
Franklin Malone legislative Chairman™ Legislature 7 2
Fulton Johnstown .. Board Bd, of Supervisors 20 2
Genesee Lagislative Chairman - County Legislature 9 2
Greene Catekill Legislative Chairmen Ctmg Leglslature 12 2
Hami 1ton Lake Pleasant Board Chairmen Bd. of Supervisors 9 2
Herkimer® Herkimer Legialirive Chairman Ooung Legislature 17 2
Jefferson Wate Chairman Bd. of Supervisors Y 2,
8 Lowville Chairmen Legislative Board 10 2
Livingston Board Chairmean + of Supervigors 17 2
{son m\riue Board Chairman Bd. of Supervisors 19 2 hd
Montgomery Board Chairmsn Bd. of 18 2
Ontario Canadaigsa  Board Chairmen Bd. of rvisors 21 2
Orleans Albion lagislative Chaiman  County Legislature -2
Oswego Omsego Lagislative Chairman Gomt¥ Legislature ¥ 2
Otsego Coopers Board rman Bd. of Representatives 14 2
: Carmel Electad Esecutive County Lagislature 9 2
Rensselaer® Elected Exvacutive (h.ng Legislature 2 4
St. Lawrence Canton Board Chairmsn Bd. of Legislators 22 2
Saratoga Ballston Spa Board Chairmen Bd. of Supervisors 23 2
Appointed Manager Bd. of Representatives 15 4
oo e Watkina Glen Lagislative Chal By e 8 2
r ns ve o ¥
Water Chairmn °Bd, g Supervisors 14 2
‘ Steuhen Bath Bd. of Supervisors 3% 2
Sulli van Mmticello Board Chairman Bd. of Supervisors 15 2
Owego Legislative Chairmen Oang lature 9 2
Tamph Ina* Ithaca nted Aduin, Bd. of Representatives 15 4
Ulster Kingston  Legislative Chairumn Legislatura 33 2 A
i hingt hl#r{la El. Sq)enii.om }3 %
ton a ) Jors
oo m Chai rman Bd. of Supervivors 15 2
Chairman Bd, of re 16 2
ates Pemt Yan lative Chairman ((hunty Legislature 13 2
Metropolitan Counties
bany* Albany Elected Emecutive Coun inlature 39 4
Slm.,* Binghanton Elected Executive amg Il:ghlatum 19 2
Dutchess* Pafkupue Elected Ewecutive County legislature 35, 2
Eriet Buffalo Elected Emscutive County Legislature D N2
Monroe* Rochester Elected Emecutive (‘amg% Legislature 9 2
Nassas* Minsola Elected Emcutive Bd. of Supervisors 6 2
a Jegislative Chairman  County lature 3l 2
m\ﬁ ] Roroe: Elected Executive County Lagislature 3 2
* %«m . Rlected BEwacutive County 24 2
od ve County Legislature 2l 4
Rock New City lative Chairman  County Legislature 18 4
verhead %

' Ri
Vsll-ﬁduto:* White Plains Elected Executive Bd Legisators 17

*Indicates coumty charter form of govenment.,

SOURE: Local Goverrment Hendbook, New York State Department of State, 1982,
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l0!0Ll!IOl|CIAIBlB AND TORMS OF GOVERNMMENT FOR
) ,, CITIES IN WEV YORK STATE, BY COUNTY 1971-1981
Rural : 1970 1980 Percent Porm of
Counties City Poqulatlou Population Change Government
Cattaraugus Olean : 9,169 18,207 ~5,0 Mayor-Council
Salamanca 7,877 6,890 =12,5 Mayor-Council
Cayuga Auburn 34,599 32,548 -5.9 COuncilwﬂannfer
Chautauqua Dunkirk 16,8355 15,310 -9.2 Mayor-Counci
" Jamestown 39,795 35,775 -10,1 Mayor-Council
Chemung 1lmira 39,945 35,327 =11.6 Council-Manager
Chenungo orwich - 8,843 8,082 -8,6 Mayor-Counci
Clinton Plattsburgh 18,715 21,057 +12,5 Mayor-Council
Coluabia Hudson 8,940 7,986 -10.7 Mayor-Council
Cortland Cortland ~ 19,621 20,138 +2.6 Mayor-Council
Fulton Gloversville 19,677 17,836 =-9.3 Mayor-Council
Johnstown 10,045 9,360 -6,8 Mayor-Council
Genesee Batavia 17,338 16,703 =-3.7 Council-Hannfer
Herkimer Little Falls . 7,629 6,156 =19.3 Mayor-Counci
Jefferson “Watertown 30,787 . 27,861 -9.5 Counctl-MannYQr
Madison Oneida 11,658 10,810 =7.3. Mayor-Counci
Montgomery Amsterdan 25,524 21,872 =14.3 Mayor-Council
Ontario Canandaigua 10,488 10,419 -1.0 Council-Manager
. Geneva ' 16,793 15,133 -9.9 Council--Manager
Oswego - Fulton 14,003 13,312 -5.0 Mayor~Counci
Oswego 20,913 19,793 -5:.3 Mayor-Council
K Otsego Oneonta 16,030 14,933 -6.,8. Mayor-Council
' Rensselaer Rensselaer 10,136 9,047 =10,7 Mayor-Council
Troy 62,918 56,638 =10.0 Council=Manager .
St. Lawrence 'Ogdenaberg 14,554 12,375 -15.0 Council=Manager
Saratoga Mechanicville 6,247 5,500 © =12,0 Commission'

. Saratoga Springs 19.996- 23,906 +20.1 Commission
Schenectady Schenectady 17,938 67,972 -12.8 Mayor-Council -
Steubkn COrninf 15,792 ‘12,953 -18.0 ° Mayor-Council

' Hornél 12,144 10,234 =15.,7 Mayor-Council
T ins Ithac 26,226 28,732 9.5 Mayor-Council
.+ Ulster Kingston 25,544 24,481 ~4.2 Mayor-Council
. Warren Glens Falls 17,222 15,897 =7.7 Mayor-=Council
Metropolitan Counties
Albany’ Albany 115,781 101,727 -12.1 Mayor-~Council
Cohoe 18,653 18,144 =2.7 Mayor-Council \
- Waterivliet 12,404 11,354 ~8.5 Council-Hlnnfer
Broome Binghamton 64,123 55,860 =12,9 Mayor-Counci
Dutchess . Beacon 13,255 12,937 =2.4 Commission
Pouihkeepsie 32,029 29,757 =7.1 Council—Hanaior
Erie Buffalo 462,768 357,870 =22.7 Mayor-Counci
Lackawanna 28,657 22,701~ -20.8' Mayor-Council
Tonawanda 21,898 15,693 -14,6 Mayor-Council
Monroe Rochester 296,233 241,741 -18.4 Council-Hnnnger
Nassau Glen Cove 25,770 24,618 .=4.3 Mayor-Counci
‘ ~ Long Beach 33,127 34,073 +2.8 Councll-Hnnaier
New York® New York City 7,895,5%3 7,071,639 -10.4 Mayor-Counci
Niagara Lockport - 25,399 24,844 =2,2 Mayor=Council
Niagra Falls 85,615 71,384 =16.6 Council Manager
North Tonawanda 36,012 35,760 -1.0 Mayor-Councl
Onelda Rome - 50,148 43,826 -12,6 Mayor-Council
Sherrill 2.9?6 2,830 5,2 Council-Manager
Utica , 91,611 75,632 ~17.4 Mayor-Counci
Onondaga airnculn 197,297 170,105 =13.,8 Mayor=-Council
Orange ddletown 22,607 21,454 =3.1 Mayor-Council
. Newburgh 26,219 23,438 -10,6 Council=M nnger
Port Jervis 8,852 . 8,699 -1,7 Mayor-Cotinci
Westchester Mount Vernon 72,778 66,713 ~8.3 Mayor-Council
New Rochelle 75,385 70,794 =6.,1 Council-Manager
Peekskill 19,283 18,236 ~5.,4 Council-Manager
s«. 15,869 15,083 -5.0 COuncil-Hnnngcr |
ite Plaine 50,346 46,999 72.6 Mayor-Counci .
' Yonkers 204,297 195,351 * =4,4 Council=Manager .o

SUMMARY: (Cities 1n:) )

Rural County 703,891 653,24) =742
Metropolitan County 10,011,212 8,897,762 -«11,1
New York State 10,715,103 9,551,005 -10.9

* Includes all five boroughs.

SOURCES: Report of the Comptroller on Hunlclsnl Affaire, New York State
Department of Audlt and Control; and Local Covernmant
v Handbook, New York State Department of State.
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LOCAL GOVERMGENT KNTITIES IN NEW YORK STATE, BY COUNTY, 1981

GENERAL PURPOSE WMUNICIPAL OOIIOIAIIONS

v

Rural Counti¢e Counties Cities Towns Villages Total
Allegany 1 - 29 11 41
Cattaraugus 1 2 32 13 48
Cayuga . 1 1 23 9 .34
Chautauqua 1 2 27 15 45
hemung 1 1 11 5 18
Chenango 1 1 21 7 30
Clinton 1 ¢ 1 14 5 21
Columbia l 1 18 4 24
Cortland 1 1 15 3 20
Delaware 1 - 19 10 30
Essex . 1 - 18 6 25
Franklin 1 - 19 6 26
- Fulton ¢« 1 2 10 3 16
Genesee 1 1 13 6 21
Greene 1 - 14 5 20
Hamilton ) - 9 1 11
Herkimer 1 1 19 10 31
Jefferson -1 1 22 20 44
Lewis 1 - 17 / 9 27
Livingston 1 . - 17 9 27
Madison 1 1 15 10 27 ~
Montgomery 1 i \ 10 10 22
Ontario 1 2 16 8 27
Orleans 1 - 10 4 15 R
Oswego 1 2 22 10 35 N
Otsego 1 1 24 10 36 ‘
Putnan 1 - 6 3 10
Rensselaer l, 2 14 5 22
St. Lawrencd 1 l. 32 13 47
Saratoga 1 2 19 9 31
Schenectady 1. 1 5 2 9
Schoharie 1 - 16 6 23
Schuyler 1 - 8 4 13
© Seneca 1 = 10 A3, 16
Steyben l 2 32 ‘14 49
Sullivan 1 - 15 6 / 22
Tioga 1 - 9 6 / 16
Tompkins 1 1 9 6 17
“Ulbter 1 1 20 4 . 22
Warren 1 1 11 ‘ 1 1
Washington 1 - 17 . 9 27
- Wayne 1 - 15 9 25
Wyoaing 1 - 16 9 26
Yates 1 - 9} 4 14
Metropolitan Counties . ' \
Albany 1 3 10 “w 6 » 20
Broome ~ 1 1 4 16 7 25
Dutchess 1 2 20 8 31
Erie 1 3 25 15 44
‘Monroe 1 1 20 10 32
Nassau '] 2 3 64 ; 70 }
New York* 1 1 - - ' 2
Niagara 1 3 12 5 21 |
Oneida 1 3 26 19 49 i
Qnondaga 1 1 19 15 36 I
Oranfa 1 3 20 17 v 41 |
., Rockland 1 - 5 13 19
Suffolk 1 - 10 29 40
Westchester 1 6 19 22 48
SUMMARY : '
Rural Coutities Y, 44 33 727 324 1,128 /
Metropolitan ' ! o
. Counties 14 29 205 232 47 ! b
New York State 58 62 932 55 1,60 5
' { *Includes all five boroughs. ?

. SOURCE: Report of the troller on Hunicigll Affairs, New York State |
' Department of Audit and Control, 1981. i




SOURCE: Report of th

"/ WET CHANGE IN NUMBER OF LOCAL GOVERNMENT ENTITIES IN NEW YORK STATE,

A

V »
.\

GENERAL PURPOSE MUNICIPAL CORPORATIONS

Rural Counties Counties
Allegany
Cattaraugus

Ca ugn
Chautauqua
Chemung
Chenango
Clinton
Columbia v
Cortland
Delaware

- Essex
.Franklin

Fulton
Genesee
Creene
llamilton
Herkimer
Jefferson
Lewis
Livingston
Madison
Montgomery
Ontario
Orleans
Oswego
Otsego
Putnam
Rensselaer
St. Lawrence
Saratoga
Schenectady

. Schoharie

Schuyler

Seneca

Steuben

Sullivan .

Tioga

Tompkins

Ulster

Warren

Washington .
Wayne
Wyoming

-Yates

Metropolitan Counties
Albany "
Broome

Dutchess

Erie

Monroe

Nassau

New York#

Niaqara

Onelda

Onondaga

Orange

Rockland

Suffolk

Westchester

SIMMARY ¢

Rural Counties

Metropolitan
Count ias

New York State

*Includes all five boroughs.

j 43

’

BY CoUNTY, 1971-1981

Towns

1
-1
2
1

Vill:lo.

Department o: Audit and Control, 19 lfnd 19Ql.

1

Tofal

troliler on Municipal Affaire, New York Stata
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WAGER OF SPECIAL PURPOSE DISTRICYS 1M NEW YORK STATE, BY COUNTY, 1981

)

, Tafuse Consol~ ’
, School ad ideted
Awxal Contiss  Districts Mre® Lighting Semr Drainage Wabter Gerbage Park Health Other
Allegmyy 15 - 3] D 6 . 10 1 1 4 81
, Cattarangus 15 46 18 5 9 ' 93
y 7 2 17 3 16 65
Chau 19 52 ¥ 13 2 19 1 1 1 142
. Chenango 1(3) &7) 112 é‘ { g : 2 5 g
’ e [ N
Clinton 9 . 2 '\ yx) . 5]
Colusbia 7 KX ) 17 \ 5 4 3 69
Cort land S 15 . 2 L2 8 . 2
Delavare 13 k)| 25 | 8 1 78
Fssex il - 2 8 ,Lll 2 1 2 2 3 90
Franklin 7 25 12 2 ol 9 1 -2 9
Fulton 9 18 3 1 1 2
GCanesce 8 16 2 11 37
Greene 6 25 27 5 11 1 75
Had 1ton 8 213 1 5 1 1 29
Herkimer 11 7 18 4 17 2 3 82
Jefferson 13 3 2 1 I 11 1 84
Lawis S 2 5 1 4 1 1 »
Livingston 8 p.0) 13 3 7 51
Mt w3 2 1 7 »
gome
otatlo T \J 9 2R B 71 4 3B 11 112
iy SR I A S
Otsego 13 » B 1 6 1 b 1 95
Putnan 6 14 9 7 13 2 6 -8 . ‘65
Rensselaer 13 41 21 16 16 2 109
St. Lawrence 18 43 2 11 7 5 2 118
Saratoga 12 3% 21 6 17 2 9 4 3 108
Schenactady 7 26 19 15 6 2 5 1l 101
Schoharie 1 19 - 6 -1 33
Schuyler 2 9 1 1 2 K] 18
'Senaca 5 17 6 6 6 1 41
Steuben ° 3 17 ) 17 6 8 ' - 4 2 .
Sullivan 10 47 42 8 18 1 1 . 3 10
Tioga 6 12 6 - 6 6 3 »
T 7 12 14 6 1 6 46
Ulster 10 95 41 8 18 2 4 138
Warren . 9 16 11 5 1 18 2 2 1 65
Washington 11 20 8 1 1 5 4 .
Wayne 11 X 17 5 1 26 1 3 l. 95
w 5 21 11 1 6 : 4
ates 2 12 . 2 2 5 1 24
Metropaliten Ouxsies
Albany 13 35 13 4y 15 1 82
Brooae 13 52 » 29 2 X 1 1 200
Dutcheas 15 2 2 20 21 1 2 113
Erie 29 81 378 119 ® 166 11 3 3 899
Monroe 18 42 8 72 145 124 10 25 7 527.
Nassau 56 ) 3 5 1 2 16 24 K 7] 235
New York* 1 . ' 1
N a 10 14 15 15 9 36 11 2 112
18 o4 75 35 72 2 2 +255
18 60 173 2% 142 167 6 8 r 2 813
Or. 17 %5 D 6 » S 2 41 3 19
Rock 9 y:. ] 16 ] 15 1 1 2 75
Suffolk 73 126 50 8 35 51 11 B 387
Westchester (] 59 2 116 4 4 4 14 19 3%
Real Oy W L% 6w 25 B @' 9 ;7 B
pé- »
=5 w <
les 1% 687 910 710 40 805 | 1 8 3 105 4,228
New York State 737 1,841 1,584 955 458 1,29 139 121 80 143 7,352

*Includes Fire Districts and Fire Protection Districts.
**Includes all five boroughs.

SOUNK: Neport of the on Affairs, New York State
Department of et Control, o *
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NKT CHANGE IN NUMBER OF SPECIAL DISTRICTS IN WEW YORK STATK, 1971-1981

-In sparsely populated !coiuphié areas of New York State, the provision of some
services on a town-wide basis Is costly and impractical, Rather than levying taxes
on an'entire population when these services may only be needed by a few people, town
boards, in accordance with the Town Law, ng create’"special districts.” Thus, only

e 0 .

citizens who actually benefit from a tys service are taxud for its use,
Although some consolidation of special districts has occurred during the pust
decads, the nuaber of special districts has increased overall. -
' : : Mafuse Consol~
School . ad ideted Net
. Allegany . 1 b . 3 1 =7 4 6 - \
Cattaragus ) 1 _ ll o o 1 ?
Chemurg 2 ' ‘l’ 3 ' 2 -1 1 s i(lJ
- Chenango ' o 1 ' 1
Clinton 1 2 3 6 12 .
Columbia , 1 1 2
Cortland ' - 1 v 3 4 ’
Delsware -1 - t2 ' 1
Essex 3 1 2 4 1 -1 2 12 _
Franklin 1 2 2 1 7 1 -2 1 13 .
Fulton -4 1 1 : -2 !
Genmaee ' ' 5 -1 4 -
Creane -1 -3 5 2 . 3
Haml 1¢on 1 . 1
Herkimer -1 1 3 3 -3 -1 8
Jefferson 1 3 4
lnf'vum“ ton ' 1 2 I 5 1
=l , 14 oo ¥
Ontario L9 1 4.1 1 28
82:30 ' | : 2 3 5 : '
Otseg 6 1 1 .2 10 )
Putnsn -1 Tl 4 6 1 11
Rengselaer 1 ) 6 1 1 5
St. Lawrence. -1 1 4 1 . 5
Saratoga ' 3 3 3 8 17
Schenectady 2 2 sl 5
Schuyl ° 1 1 1 (3)'
er
Sensca 5 2 7
Steuben . 3 -2 -1 4
Sulliven . 1 31 5 2
Ttog:i 1 li -6 11 | ) ll7.’
ns N L.J O - -
_./l‘.rl?s?:er 1. -1 1 5 3 3 12
Warren -3 1 1 1l .l | ll.
Hashimton .
Wayne 1 1 5 2 1 1 1(2)"“ -
%m ’ : ! z ‘
Albany -2 - -l 2 -5
Broome -2 2 1 -4 6 7 1 -l 10
Dutchess , 1 -3 1 4 -1 6 , ' -l 7
Erie -1 . =3 62 7 27 19. 1 1 -2 1 112
Monroe -1 -1 6 9 3 -4 1 12 -3 -2 53
Nassau -1 . 1 3 2 5
S"'ufm"““** | 1 3 3 2 L1 9
Orondags 2 i P B £ 3¢ 1' 30 %
or. 2 1 25 8 1 2 ' D .
Roodand -4 o 1 -0 ‘
Suffolk -2 “l =126 4 15 .-110 /
Weatchestur 3 -1 -, 65 1 =26 -2 5 -1 44
S : ' - '
Bural Counties ~10 18 41 78 5 103 3 12 =25 13 238
iee -7 =5 45 99 13 52 6 25 =15 17 261
Nav York Stats ~17 13 -4 177 18 155 9 3y 40 49

*Includes Fire Districts and’Fire Protection Districts.
*ocludes all five boroughe : .

Raport ' | Affaire, New York State
' Dot of Adllt ad Gonrol, 1971 and 1961% o ‘
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~in this report: .

DRPINITION OF EXPENDITURES

The following definitions generally cppli to é enditures af the county,
city, town, and village levols.‘vh;ch appear in the Tables and Charts found

¥

\ '
lxﬁagfituri. by Function

General Govermment: :Includea expenditures tpr executive, legislative,

.jud;cial. and financial qporationa.

Rdutation: i:Includes cxpna&iéurea for community collqgep_and other educational
costs at the county level. - _ a0

Public Safety: <¥Expenditures for police ervice (including sheriff, jail, -
rehabilitation services, probation, etc.), fire prevention and proéection, an
3:?;: publ%c gafety measiures (such as dog warden, building inspection, civil -
efense, etc.). - : ' :

Health: Includes total expenditures for medical facilities, medical
personnel, public health and ambulance services, registrar of vital
statistics, and other health services. Mental fealth programe and addiction
control services are included at the county level. '

- Transportation: Expenditures for maintenance and 1mgroveuent of roads and'

. transportation related activities. :

bridges, landscaping of roads, snow removal, street ighting, and other }

Q

Ecooomic Assistance: Expenditures to promote the econonic welfare of a
lggality' residents. Soclal service.programs are included at the county and
city leveXs. L . ' .

Cultyre: Expenditures for iibrariea museums , performing arts, harka and
playgrounds, youth and adult recreation._featfval, etc,

Home and Community Services: ' Expenditures for the operation and
administration of util »y“niutens water and sever). Also included are
expenditures for garbage collection and disposal, cemeteries, drainage, -
conservation purposes, and other hoge and connunlty services. -

Expenditures by Object

Current Operations: Total expenditures for-operatiﬁg costs. Included in
current operations are expenses incurred for personnel services, eaployee
benefits, 'and contractual expenses. , R ;

Equipment’ and Gapital Outlay: Expenses incurred for equipment ﬁurchaseu, and
the construction, improvement and acquisition of fixed assets (aunicipal
facili;ies, publlc buildings, real property, streets, highways, bridges, and
sewers). = . : .

L)
.

N e \

SOURCE: Report of the Comptroller on Hunicigai Affairs, New York State
' Department of Audit and Control, 1931. .

s




—_— e —.

4

EXPENDITURE PATTERNS FOR - - ;
© COUNTIES, CITIES, TOWNS, AND VILLAGES
IN RURAL NEW YORK STATE, 1981

-

] - .
4 ' v

COUNTY EXPENDITURES ' : - CITY EXPENDITURES ’

- Home and
Community Services
37.1%

Trapapor- |
‘tation

Economic

" Assistance Public
‘ “ Safety
32.6%: Other 27.2%
l’pz' Culture “ L
. ~
Health General Trans-
Govern~- portation
11.5%. |
) /
1.02 and - Education ’ o
* Commun- 3.8% , ‘ v .
ity ) .
Services _ . . . S
| 3.3% . - _ .
TOWN EXPENDITURES | ’ ' ' VILLAGE EXPENbITURES

Home and Public®

Safety

Transportation Home and
48.1% Community Services L}
51,3%
. /. .

\ . , : - Economic
keonomic Culture :’E‘ Assistance :

Assistance 4.3% ! 1.0% .

: 9% A .‘_30_ ) '




C STMMAXY OF EXPENDITURES BY WEW YORK STATE'S /
: . RUBAL COUNTIES, 1981 (MILLIONS OF DOLLARS)*®,

PUNCTIONS 'y

/"
{
Al gl o
Comties Coverrment Blucation Sefety Heslth portation e Culture Services Total
Allegany 1.7 2 11 11 39 159/ ¢ Y
Cattaragus 5.9 1.3 1.6 8.5 69 21.% . 1.0 46.4 v
\ 2.5 13 1.5 4.5 5.6 P19 A
5.0 14 40 3.5 ol , Mi ] 33 710
M s 4.2 . 2.3 , 207 8.6 . n 15 444 49.2
Chanango 18 ) B 1.3 46 1041 ol . ] 19.8
Clintn 24 21 1% 20 37 9 2 10 3By
Columsbia ° \J 147 1.2 1.2 1.7 - ol 129 ol b 23.5
Cortland . 2 S 15 1.7 33 {3.4 2 o 3.7
.Delaware 14 b b 1.2 - 4.3 48 ol o 23 o3i
- Eseex . 1.7 of ol 1.5 34 6.1 o A 2447
Fl'didin . l 08 06' 09 ' l o3 2 o6 1807 02 02. 2603
Fulton . 242 1.1 1.3 1.2 2.1 16.9 ol 1.2 26.1
Ganesee - 246 1.1 19 5.4 4,7 12.8 3 S 9.3
Greene 2.2 18 10 105 5.0 . 9.5, o, o2 0.3
. ) MIW ol ol ol ] I'3 1.2 ol ’ ol 3.8
! Herkimer 1.6 ol 8 8 38 4.7 © &2 8 B4
| Jefferson 33 1.3 18 147 S |/ B8 0 o3 42.9
. Leis 13 2 619 14 // 63 O 2 1.
~ Livingston 1.6 d - 19 1.5 2.7 13.3 o3 l.l 22,
Mm 2.4 ' 06 104 109 405 _." 1302 ol -3 2409
Hmtgmty 2.6 1.3 l.1 1203 3.0 //: 15.7 2 o 25.9
Ontardo 37 28 42 e w2 B2 03 13 \2a
Orleans 16 % 14 3.1 17/ 14 2 5 0
Oswego “4,0 8 30 34 100 8.2 A 3.1 52.9
Otsegp 1.7 9 o 1.0 4.3 1509 ol J 24,
r 449 48 . - 34 115 - 543 346 48 246 67.6
St. Lawrence 4.3 A 2.3 2.6 2'.3 359 o3 o 52
_Saratoga 40 3.3 26 2.5 A 26.3 3 64 49.8
mmy 5.2 3.0 20 10.1 '_306 3).5 2.3 ’ A 57.1
Schoharte 1.3 2 ol 8 /2 S 0 2 11.6
Schuyler o 2 . b S 1 24 0 2 6.2
Seneca l.d b 8 8 / 1.3 ; 36 ol 2.1 10.2
'gﬁn 3.4 9 2.1 2.0 / 9.4 " 18.8 K| 2.1 9.0
1van 3.6 20 2.8 5.3 // 9.0 146 o2 0 38.1
Ti@ 1.6 o) 1.5 1.0 ; 1.7 9.8 0 o3 16.4
T > 2.7 103 200 3.1 ’ 402 ' 1509 09 06 wo7
Ulster 7.3 39 29 907 9.3 342 .2 o . 68.4
Warren' 3.1 b 19 38 40 11.8 o 1.1 . 26,7
Washington 1.7 o/ ) 1.4, 1,2 4.3 9.5 ol 5 19.2
Wayme 36 14 2.3 14 6.9 13.8 K. .} 3.l
. iyrmng 10 '8 9 105 -3 70 4 2 %D,
ates o 3 9 A 1 - 241 2 KA 6.
SMARY: 118.4 516 73.4 /148.7 1942 7150 - 13.9 45.1 1,360.3 -
" . ) / . :

*Bpenditure information includes Current Operations and pment and ‘ ital
Outlay for each functional area. ' m Omplea

‘ **Iml@ Police, Fire, and other Public Safety.

SOURCK: Report of the o Affairs, New York State
Departimnt of ME and Control , 131. ’

VS 31- 36
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" SUMMARY OF KXPEND s By CITIES IN WEW YORK A'rx's

CWI'I.'IIS (MILLIONS -OF DO
PURCTIONS
' Home -ﬂ
g i quro-
Counties Govermment lfmm Sefety Health m Assistance Qulture Totsl
Cattaraugue 1.6 29 " 4 2.1 ol 9 39 116
. Cayuga 1.6 5.2 24 el bl 5,8 L 16462
_Cwstmrua 30 .3 U, 37 G - S - 2 1.9 17.5 441
Q-“‘ 1.6 - 6.1 . . . 20, .48 3.1 13.6
Chenango A 9 A 2 18 37
Chlltm . 09 208 07 07 1008 1509
lunbia o ) o o | of -2
Cortland o) 245 1.1 1 ‘¢S 29 7.6
Pulton 14 36 14 . o2 o3 6.0 129
. Cermsee 09 201 ] 08 oS 2.2 ) 60
Setferen 133 ' 53 L 18 13 37 14
pebea 3 L2 8.7 R 2 .2 1?253 zg.g
o pald 1.2 <29 Ta 13 J 57 122
w . . 38 503 . ol 407 03 103 901 ! 2406
Rensselaer 5.1 11.2 2.2 S 1.4 103 3.7
St. Lawrence. o> 1.7 b ) TS 240 6.0
: stm , 1.6 3.9 ol . 2.1 ; 2 ) 8 2.4 1.1
=i R T R Ll
, Sthuben . 16 43 ) 2.1 | J LS 24 120
UNRY : 8.6 3976 2.l W2 ' 3.2 204 1329 3583
Percent of Total 108 . 2.2 67 1S 9 57 30 1000
) , _ i
{

*Expmdit informati mmommomcmm mntuﬂ ital
: muayfgrmad\ﬁmtm\alam. " s :

#AIncludes Police, Fire, and.other Public Safety, . <

' SURCK! Pepart of the - Affairs, New York State . B
'_D.pnru-tofmtlﬂaxltml,’l 1. ’ | ‘
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TOMNS IN NEV YORK e}'gn's
MILLIONS OF DOLLARS ,

" PUNCTIONS

Counties Govermment mﬁ\m portation Assistance
Allegany 10 <4\ 5.1 /ol ol 8
Cattarsgus 1.3 4 \ 5.3 /S 2 5
w 104 02 309 { ol .8
a-m 244 1.2 . /l
m .- 1.5 o 3.1 /
Chanaigo Y , o2 32
clﬂmm 13 02 4.3 !
.Columbia - 1.2 A 40
Cortland o Lol 2.0 /
m 1.2 ol 505
Esnex ' 1.9 04 4.;/
Contace 1.1 2 3
Gr“ 1.2 05 ol 3-0
ulcm 07 ol .2 ' . 106
Hﬂ‘kimr . 1 04 03 501 ) N 309
Jefferson 1-9 -% o 3373
1.2 3 52,
Livingston l:é .% 1 %.5} )
oneario 1.9 % 21
Orleans 8 ol 20N\
w, v 200 07 ol 5.9 . \\
Otsegp 9 3 ol S48 \
Putriam 32 3.5 S5
Rensselaer 2.1 1.2 54
St. Lawrence 25 A 71[ SO - ™ |
Saratoga 2.2 "] e o2 5¢3 i
S 7 .2 26 18
' Stmn ’ 108 05 ol 603
Sulliven 24 ) 1.1 ol 8.9
.Tlog 8 - vl 3.6
10 S 3.7
Rompkina 40 24 4 03
H”hmm . * ’ . .
Wayne 2.4 8 o3 56
?udng Y 2 43 / 3.4
ltu . 'l. . 'l . 107
SUMMARY : 6207 z‘n6 . 2‘0.2 ! 18707 3.5
*Bpiaditure information includes Qurrent Operations and Equi

lay for each functional area.
#*Includes Police, Fire Protection, and Other Public Safety. e

SOURCE: Report of the on Mmnicipal Affaire York State
:‘Depnmofmtm&mml, 19‘5% 'N!f tk N
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*mum information includes Current

*

SUMMARY OF KXPENDITURES BY VILLAGES IN NEW YORK STATE'S

for each functional area.
aIncludes Police, Fire Protection, and Other Public Safety.

 Peromt of Total 1Ll

-3~

39

Report of the. on Affaire, New York State
mpn-mofgztmdmmmhl 1. ’
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SéURCE OF REVFNUES FOR LOCAL GOVERNM@NT IN NEW YORK %TATE 1971 81
) I(COUNTIES CITIES, TOWNS, AND FIRE DIRSTRICTS EXCLUDING N.Y.C.)
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SUMMARY OF TOTAL REVENUES IN NEW YORK STATE'S
VILLAGES, AND FIRE DISTRICTS, BY COUNTY, 1981
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EXAMINING THE ABILITY OF RURAL LOCALITIES TO SUPPORT LOCAL V!RNH!ﬂf/
SERVICES (SELECTED INDICATORS FOR SEVERAL COMMUNITIES ,

’

Per Capita X
Real Pro Per Full
erty SIu 1 Capita Value
Per Value Property Tax-
1980 Capita seasment Tax Exaltt
Municipality  Couaty Population' Income* (Thousands) Levy  Property

TYPE A: MONICIPALITIES WITH LOW BUSINESS/INDUSTRIAL TAX BASE.
AND LOW PERCENTAGE OF TAX-EXEMPT PROPERTIES, 1981

Clifton Park Saratoga 23,989 §9,123 $21.6 $ 32 14.0
Bristol Ontario 1,882 . 7,045 18.2 69 3.3
Kinderhook Columbia 7,674 - 7,034 15.2 19 - 1347
Catskill . Greene 11,453 6,360 17,45 45 12.8
Forestburgh Sullivan 796 6,184 - 43.3 368 16,2
Conesus Livingaton 1,970 6,107 1647 140 4.3
Barre , Orleans 2,164 5,960 - 15.0 114 1.4
Cape Vincent Jefferson - 1,823 5,622 24 44 144 2.5
Banson Hamilton 156 5,536 92.9 621 o/
Plerrepont St. Lawrence 2,207 5,506 14.4 122 4,2
Andes Delaware 1,312 5,188 38.0 235 2.4
Denning Ulster 474 4,689 7.9 524 5.7
|
TYPE B: MUNICIPALITIES WITH LOW BUSINESS/INDUSTRIAL BASE
AND SIGNIFICANT PERCENTAGE TAX-EXEMPT PROPERTIES
Scriba Oswego 5,455 $6,668 $110.8 $109 41.0
Perrysburg Cattaraugus 2,180 5,930 2047 74 49,5
White Creek Washington 2,988 5,657 23.1 32 51.7
Schoharie Schoharie 3,107 5,542 21.1 33 44,2
Perth Fulton , 3,261 5,532 2143 34 50.0
Philadelphia Jefferson 1,417 - 4,913 15,1 70 46.6
Pharsalia Chenango 606 \ 4,059, 27.1 116 40.6
Delaware Sullivan 2,783 2 35,412/ 28 .8 110 41,9
Tioga Tioga 4,432 6,531, 23.4 211 53.8
TYPE C: MUNICIPALITIES WITH SIGNIFICANT BUSINESS/INDUSTRIAL TAX BASE
AMD LOW PERCENTAGE OF TAX-EXEMPT PROPFRTIES, 1981 ‘
Victor Ontario 5,784 $8,327 $30.7 $ 48 13.8
LeRoy Genesee 8,019 6,948 16.3 13 11.5
Lake George Warren 3,394 6,935 44 .8 219 14.5
Arcade wKoning 3,714 6,541 16.7 43 14,2
Bainbridge Chenango 3,331 6,422 16. 54 10.1
TYPE D: MUNICIPALITIES WITH SIGNIFICANT BUSINESS/INDUSTRIAL TAX BASE
- AND SIGNIFICANT PERCENTAGE OF TAX-EXEMPT PROPERTIES
Oneonta Otsego 14,933 $7,089 $15.0 $106 49.0
S5idney Delaware 6,856 6,309 20.9 40 40.0
Glens Falls Warren 15,897 6,053 19.0 149 42,2,
Johnstown Fulton 9,360 5,847 17.3 82 47.9
Ogdensburg St. Lawrence 12,375 5,305 17 .2 92 59.9
Cortland Cortland 26,138 5,208 16.9 94 47 .5
Elmira Chemung 35,327 5,161 16.8 132 43,1

*The 1980 average per capita personal income in New York State was $7,500.

SOURCES: Susmary Characteristics for Governmental Unite and Standard Metro-
1itan Statistical Areas, 1980 Census of Population and Housing,
ureau of the Census, United States Department of Commerce; and
Report of tha Comptroller on Hunlcigal Affaire, New York State
Department of Audit and Control, 1981.
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VILLAGES

’

AVERAGE SALARIES FOR mc'rln VILLAGE ARD CITY OFFICIALS
IN NEW YORK STATE, 1980

-
Mayoi Trustee
Population
nq Salary Range . Salary Range
' Under '
3,000 $1,185 ($0-$12,000) $ 599 ($0~$2580)
3,000~ | :
5:999 $2,585 ($0~$8 ,000) $1,354 ($0-$9,000)
6,000 $4,875 ($0-$38 ,000) $2,282 ($0-$9,000)
CITIES
ssioner
Mayor Alderman/Councilsan
Pog:lation :
-s:laFy . Range Salary Range
Und 4,419 1',200- 2,741 800-
10,000 . N 34295 2, $150%%)
10,000- \ :
19,999 ' $9,018 \ (30-821 ,000) $3,018 ($0-$15,000)
I’ 20,000 15,330 \ 4 500- 4,168 2 ,500-
29999 33, (32 .000) 3,168 '(-391000)
[ 4
.0 24,798 000- 8,574 2,000~
« 30,000 s “$0:085; . $3:885;

SOURCE: Reports No. 81-1, 81-2, and 81-3, Now York Conforcnce of Mayors and
Municipal Officlals, 148
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the village.

/ A major considerstion in deciding to dlesolve the Village of Rosendale was to reduce the tax burden
/ memm.mltbm.&ut&ummm.tmdmﬂnntunm
who lived in the forwsr village. Did local make a good decision? Have benafits outweighed
costa? If so, by how much? this an alternative residents of other rural communitiss in New York

suuu ﬁd‘.& to eplore for thamselves? The mumber of other villages that have been dissolved is very
o . )
The finencial ssmary for Rosendale, given balow, will show the answer is neither black nor white.
Pe the current finsncial incentive to stresmline local goverrment in New York State is not .
Cert niy, a wre othawtive study, both of Rosendale and other comunities, is required before the
tions can be answered. The intent of » therefg .Lst.onthnntawdndhmionnl
! ry-on a topic of increasing public interest and .
£\ .
1977 - Iaforve Dissolution 1979 1981 ’
OCosbned
Aunction '
A: DIFDOITEES (Thoussnds of Dollsrs)
Genaral Goverrvamt 254 904 115.8 1221 159.0
Tranepo oeat L ¥ 199 1983 933 299
Oiltupa/Recraat 1on 1.2 4.7 41.9 55.3 8.6
Eomad“t C Assistance - 4.0 140 . 2%.(1) 36.?
 Home and Comunity* 712 | %4 106 1,868 42103
TOTAL 164.5 4714 635.9 1,775.9 9876

B: NVIRES (Thoussnds of Dollars) '

Real Property T N2 %19 33l 39 . 189
Other Propet 'g 2, : 23 4.5 . 4.
m’ T“ - - - - - - 0
Other Tawme . 3.7 8.0 11.7 0.7 0.9
State ALgh 28 %h 1068 g 1082 ,
Fedaral Ald* 42.1 87.6 429.7 487.3 1,0%.9
Other Goverrments ol . 5.0 1.6 .
Utility Ravene B4 0.l 35,5 35.6 67 .8
All o .\. 1003 “507 © 5.0 77-7 68
TUTAL 198 803.4 983.2 1,034.7 1,645.7
C. PER CAPITA STAIE AID AU FEIERAL WWVENE SBAKING (Thousends of Dollare)
State : 128 840 ?.8 96.3 83.9
Federal 42.1 £x A 5.5 B9 .9
< TOTAL %9 174 1723 1352 119.8

'D: NRAL PRZERIY DK (QW $50,000 HIME)A*
$492 s - $242 $252

*Includes extensive sewer and water locu within the village, fundad with
state and federal categorical mp‘:g lars. ’

: "This does mt include fess for uttlities (water, sewer, etc.) and county and
school taws, : :

SOUNCE: Data based on financial records kept by the New York State Department of Audit and Control,
-l
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PUBLIC, MULTI-COUNTY REGIONAL PLANNING' AND DEVELOPMENT -
" AGENCIES IN NEW YORK STATE-1983%

. #(With functional influence over resource
allocation,land use, and technical information/
«l/uearch affecting local government)
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SOUTHERN TIER WEST Ji{Hl[e CENTRAL =¥ rerre

Countiéa included in the Applachian Regilonal Commission
; : _

N.B. This shows only a le of public multi-county plar and
dewhmw t agenc 1!0. ‘&Tnm indudew : The Huds on_yvpa]leyling
Refloml Comcil: St. Lamence-Eastern Ontario Commission;
Adirondack Park s Tug Hill Commission;transportation
authorities; and th system ﬁ.ﬁn. Q\u.igmbltc and
B;':vate agncies not shown are: Delsmre Susquehanna River

in Comxissions; Mid-Hudson Patterns for Progress; Catskill
Center for Conservation and Development; Resocurce Conservation and
Development Districts; and private industry councils.

b

Also Note: Long IQM is a member of the Tri-State Regloml Comiesion
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DATA OBTAINED FROM THE NYS DEPARTMENT OF

comnncs, HOREAU OF nusmzsq RESEARCH
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